
DIVERGENT VIEWS BETWEEN OUR 

PARTY AND THE C.P.C. ON CERTAIN 

FUNDAMENTAL ISSUES OF 

PROGRAMME AND POLICY 

(EXCERPTS) 

The recent writings in the Chinese Communist Press 
and the broadcasts by Radio Peking regarding the 
political developments in India and our Party's political 
stand, reveal that divergent views and serious differences 
prevail between our Party and the CPC, on a number 
of issues connected with the Indian revolution. 

A careful study of these writings, broadcasts, and other 
steps of the Chinese comrades by our Y.' B. compels it to 
arrive at the conclusion that these differences cover a wide 
range of fundamental questions, which require to be 
properly formulated and urgently examined. 

We are of the opinion that' the Chinese Communist Party 
has practically come to the conclusion: (a) that our Party 
Programme is fundamentally wrong in certain vital 
aspects ; (b) that the entire assessment of the country's 
political situation made by our Party and the political­
tactical line worked out accordingly is wrong and reformist; 
(c) that our Party is not a genuine Communist Party while
the extremist rebels who are expelled by our Party and
all those who rally round them are the real revolutionaries ;
(d) and that our Party's political line is to be publicly
denounced through their Press and Radio as reformist and
revisionist. This, no doubt, is a grave development as far
as the Party and the revolut'ionary movement of our country
are concerned. But there is no escape from this unpleasant
reality and it would be grievously wrong on the part of our
Party either to gloss over these differences or to hush them
up.
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THE ORIGIN AND NATURE OF THE DIFFERENCES 

The nature of our differences with the CPC falls roughly 
into three categories. The first is regarding the program­
matic aspect, i.e., the class character of the present Indian 
state and government, the character and role of the different 
sections of the Indian bourgeoisie and its attitude to imperia­
lism, etc. The second concerns with the actual assessment 
of the economic-political situation in the country, the degree 
of development of the class contradictions and class consci­
ousness among the proletariat and toiling peasantry, and 
the concrete tactics and forms of struggle adopted to the 
requirement of the mass struggles. The third category is 
in the matter of political-organisational principles govern­
ing the fraternal relations between two Communist Parties, 
i.e., our �arty and the CPC. We shall proceed to discuss
the subject accordingly.

THE PROGRAMME ISSUES 

The serious differences over programmatic and policy 
issues in�ide the Indian Communist movement, let alone 
the earlier period before the programme of 1951 was adop­
ted, started anew in the middle of June, 1955, i.e., with the 
June C� C. resolution, as a draft for the Fourth Party 
Congress held at Pll:lghat in April 1956. Notwithstanding 
the different shades of opinions and views by different 
members of the then Central Committee, two sharply 
opposed stands clearly expressed themselves and the same 
can be seen from the discussion documents and Formps 
released, preceding the Congress. 

In brief, one view was that the Nehru Government, as 
it was constituted and was functioning, essentially repre­
sented the aspirations of the anti-imperialist and anti-feudal 
sections of the Indian bourgeoisie, that it was encountering 
increasing opposition from the right reactionary sections 
who were avowedly pro-imperialist and pro-feudal, and 
hence it was necessary t'o lend some sort of support to the 
Government to fight the danger of extreme reaction. 

Of course, this line which was being fervently advocated 
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for several years by a small group of CCMs led by P. C. 
Joshi was quite unacceptable to the then dominant leader­
ship of our Party. It was only subsequently that such a 
full-fledged line of cooperation with the Nehru Govern­
ment came to be accepted by the revisionist party. 

It is redundant to narrate here the manner in which 
the CPSU has gone in the matter, as it has been dealt at 
length in our Programme discussions and the ideological 
draft of our C. C. Hence we propose to confine here to 
the subject of the CPC's assessment regarding our Pro­
gramme. 

The Chinese viewpoint on the Indian situation is nowhere 
more clearly elaborated than in the two published docu­
ments of the CPC, i.e., "Nehru's Philosophy" and "Once 
More on Nehru's Philosophy". All other Chinese Com­
munist material regarding India consists either in the form 
of recent' editorials in the PEOPLE'S DAILY, short notes and 
comments in their Press, and Radio Peking broadcasts. 
All these taken together can be treated as systematically 
expounded views on the entire Indian issue. What does 
this assessment of the Indian bourgeoisie and the character 
of the Congress Government, in thEj_, main, state ? 

It maintains that the Indian big bourgeoisie is a para­
sitic class fostered by British imperialism, that it represents 
the comprador, bureaucratic capital in India, and that the 
Congress Government acts as the chief instrument and the 
main mouthpiece of this comparador, bureaucratic mono­
poly capitalist class. 

It holds the view that, for some time after the attain­
ing of political independence for India, Nehru in some 
degree acted on behalf of the non-comparador, non-bureau­
cratic and non-monopoly sections, but, of late, due to the 
sharpening of the internal class contradictions, had gone 
over to imperialism and had become the lackey and mouth­
piece of imperialism, like the Chiang Kai-shek Government 
after 1927. 

It, then, practically comes to the conclusion that the 
stage and nature of the Indian revolution is principally 
anti-imperialist and the fight against British imperialism 
and also against U.S. imperialism gets specially emphasised, 
though the struggle against feudal landlordism and 
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bureaucratic capital is stated to be fundamental and 
important. 

Our analysis of the Indian bourgeoisie, its divisions into 
different categories, the class character of the new Indian 
state and government, and the stage and strategy of the 
revolution worked out accordingly in the Party Programme 
do not tally with the analysis and assessment of the CPC 
comrades. Our study of the concrete conditions of the 
Indian situation compels us to differ with them and arrive 
at different conclusions of our own in the matter. What 
are the essential factors and the principal ground on which 
we differ? 

First of all, we proceed on the widely accepted P,remise 
.,_ 

which was repeatedly emphasised by the Communist Inter-
national in its documents that India, when it was com­
pletely colonial, was the most capitalistically developed 
country among the colonial and semi-colonial countries. 
During the period of the Second World War, and more 
particularly in the post-Independence period-for nearly 
three decades since 1939-capitalism had further developed 
and the capitalists had strengthened their class position in 
the society, and today stand on a footing far different and 
stronger than from their counterparts in the pre-liberation 
China of the 1930s and '40s. 

This difference between present-day Indian capitalism 
" 

and the Indian bourgeoisie on the one hand and the pre-
liberation capitalist development of China and the Chinese 
bourgeoise is a very important factor which every Marxist­
Leninist has to take into account and cannot afford to 
ignore. 

Secondly, there exists a vital difference between the 
place and role of the comprador bourgeoisie and its bureau­
cratic capital in the pre-liberation Chinese society and that 
of the place and role of the big bourgeoisie in present-day 
India. The phenomenon of commercial or comprador 
bourgeoisie was, no doubt', common to all the colonial and 
semi-colonial countries under imperialist domination. This 
section of the trading bourgeoisie, linked as it was with 
imperialism and depepdent upon it, was parasitic in nature, 
did not reflect the native industrial interests, and was often 
found in the service of imperialism and its capital. 
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